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President  and  Members: 

The  Controller's  Audits  Division  presents  its  report  concerning  the  concession  audit  of  the 
Vallejo  Street  Garage  (Vallejo  Garage).  City  Parking  Company  (City  Parking)  has  a 
management  agreement  with  the  Parking  Authority  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to 
operate  the  Vallejo  Garage.  The  management  agreement  expired  on  August  31,  1998,  but  the 
Parking  Authority  has  retained  City  Parking  as  a hold  over  operator  on  a month-to-montb  basis. 
The  management  agreement  requires  City  Parking  to  report  and  remit  all  gross  revenues  to  the 
Parking  Authority.  The  Parking  Authority  pays  City  Parking  a management  fee  for  operating 
the  Vallejo  Garage. 

Reporting  Period:  September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1999 

Gross  Revenues:  $2,496,616 

Results: 

• City  Parking  correctly  reported  and  remitted  the  garage’s  gross  revenues  to  the  Parking 
Authority.  In  addition,  the  Parking  Authority  correctly  paid  City  Parking  $765,680  for  the 
management  fee  with  the  exception  that  our  test  of  valet  revenues  for  five  days  showed  that 
City  Parking  misclassified  some  valet  parking  revenues  and  received  management  fees  to 
which  it  was  not  entitled.  We  were  unable  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  management  fees 
that  City  Parking  received  in  error  for  the  period  we  reviewed. 

• City  Parking  does  not  deposit  the  gross  receipts,  which  includes  the  garage’s  gross  revenues 
and  the  related  parking  taxes,  to  the  Parking  Authority  as  required  by  the  management 
agreement.  Instead,  City  Parking  deducts  the  management  fee  and  approved  expenses 
before  remitting  the  remaining  gross  receipts  to  the  City  in  the  following  month.  As  a 
result,  the  City  is  losing  an  estimated  $4,600  per  year  in  interest  earnings.  On  July  17,  2000, 
the  Parking  Authority  provided  specific  instructions  to  City  Parking  for  depositing  gross 
receipts  to  the  City. 
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City  Parking’s  response  is  attached  to  this  report.  The  Controller’s  Audits  Division  will  be 
working  with  the  Parking  Authority  to  follow  up  in  six  months  on  the  status  of  the 
recommendations  made  in  this  report. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


NORIAKI  HIRASUNA 
Director 


INTRODUCTION 


City  Parking  Company  (City  Parking)  operates  the  Valiejo  Street  Garage  (Vallejo 

Garage)  under  a management  agreement  with  the  Parking  Authority  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  (City).  The  management  agreement  expired  on  August  3 1 , 
1998.  However,  the  Parking  Authority  has  retained  City  Parking  as  a hold  over  operator  on 
a month-to-month  basis. 


The  management  agreement  requires  City  Parking  to  report  and  remit  to  the  Parking 
Authority  all  revenues  collected  from  operation  of  the  garage.  The  management  agreement 
also  requires  the  Parking  Authority  to  pay  City  Parking  a monthly  management  fee  equal 
to  32.7  percent  of  the  garage’s  gross  revenue.  In  addition,  the  management  agreement 
requires  City  Parking  to  have  an  annual  audit  conducted  by  an  independent  certified  public 
accountant. 

In  May  1998,  the  Parking  Authority  authorized  City  Parking  to  provide  valet  parking 
operations  at  the  garage  when  needed  and  to  extend  the  garage’s  parking  operations  to  24 
hours  per  day.  The  City  agreed  to  reimburse  City  Parking  all  direct  costs,  including  payroll 
costs,  associated  with  these  additional  services.  In  return,  the  City  would  not  pay  City 
Parking  the  management  fee  on  the  revenues  from  the  valet  parking  operations. 


SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  purpose  of  the  audit  was  to  determine  if  City  Parking  correctly  reported  and  remitted 
to  the  Parking  Authority  all  revenues  collected  from  the  operation  of  the  Vallejo  Garage 
from  September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1999.  To  conduct  the  audit,  we  assessed  City 
Parking’s  procedures  for  recording,  summarizing,  and  reporting  parking  revenues  from 
transient  and  monthly  parkers.  We  reviewed  the  working  papers  of  the  certified  public 
accountant  related  to  revenue  collections  and  relied  upon  her  audit  tests.  We  performed 
additional  tests  at  the  request  of  the  Parking  Authority.  We  tested  whether  City  Parking 
correctly  reported  and  remitted  to  the  Parking  Authority  valet  revenues.  We  also  tested 
whether  City  Parking  correctly  claimed  payroll  costs  associated  with  the  valet  parking 
operations. 
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AUDIT  RESULTS 


CITY  PARKING  CORRECTLY  REPORTED 
AND  REMITTED  VALLEJO  GARAGE’S  GROSS 
REVENUES  TO  THE  PARKING  AUTHORITY 

Based  on  our  review  of  City  Parking’s  audited  financial  statements  for  September  1, 
1996  through  August  31,  1999,  City  Parking  correctly  reported  and  remitted 
$2,496,616  in  gross  revenues  for  the  Vallejo  Garage.  Table  1 shows  City  Parking’s 
reported  gross  revenues  for  the  audit  period. 

Table  1 

Gross  Revenues 

September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1999 


Gross 

Revenues 

September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1997 

$767,257 

September  1,  1997  through  August  31,  1998 

782,459 

September  1,  1998  through  August  31,  1999 

946,900 

Total 

$2,496,616 

Note:  The  reported  gross  revenues  included  miscellaneous  revenues  of  $9,896 
not  subject  to  parking  tax  that  was  not  reported  in  City  Parking’s  audited 
financial  statements. 


THE  PARKING  AUTHORITY  CORRECTLY 
PAID  THE  MANAGEMENT  FEE  AND  VALET 
PAYROLL  COSTS  TO  CITY  PARKING 

From  September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1999,  the  Parking  Authority  correctly  paid 
City  Parking  $765,680  for  the  management  fee,  except  as  discussed  below,  and  $161,780 
for  valet  payroll  costs.  Table  2 shows  the  management  fee  and  reimbursed  costs,  including 
valet  payroll  costs,  paid  by  the  Parking  Authority  to  City  Parking  for  the  audit  period. 
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Table  2 

Management  Fee  and  Reimbursed  Costs  for 
Valet  Operations  and  Extended  Hours  of  Operation 
September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1999 


Management 

Reimbursed 

Fee 

Costs 

September  1,  1996  through  August  31,  1997 
September  1,  1997  through  August  31,  1998 
September  1,  1998  through  August  31,  1999 

$250,895 

248,592 

266,193 

$0 

40,387 

161,744 

Total 

$765,680 

$202,131 

Note:  At  the  request  of  the  Parking  Authority,  we  audited  the  valet  operation’s 
payroll  costs  of  $161,780  that  were  part  of  the  reimbursed  costs  totaling 
$202, 131.  The  remaining  reimbursed  costs  of  $40,35 1 were  for  extended 
hours  of  operation  which  we  did  not  audit. 


CITY  PARKING  MISCLASSIFED  SOME  VALET 
PARKING  REVENUES  AND  RECEIVED  MANAGEMENT 
FEES  TO  WHICH  IT  WAS  NOT  ENTITLED 

Although  City  Parking  properly  remitted  all  revenues  from  valet  parking  to  the  Parking 
Authority,  City  Parking  misclassified  some  of  the  valet  parking  revenues  as  revenues  from 
self-parking.  Because  the  Parking  Authority  pays  City  Parking  a management  fee  for  self 
parking  fees  only,  City  Parking  improperly  received  a management  fee  of  32.5  percent  for 
the  revenues  it  incorrectly  classified. 

City  Parking  misclassified  some  valet  parking  revenues  because  of  the  way  it  calculates  its 
valet  revenues.  When  City  Parking  begins  valet  parking  during  the  day,  it  turns  off  its 
automatic  ticket  dispensing  machine  and  manually  issues  a three-part  ticket.  If  a customer 
self  parks,  the  customer  retains  the  entire  three-part  ticket.  If  the  customer  uses  a valet 
attendant  to  park  his  or  her  car,  the  customer  gives  the  three-part  ticket  to  the  attendant. 

The  attendant  gives  one  part  of  the  ticket  to  the  customer  as  a claim  check  for  retrieving  the 
car.  The  attendant  writes  a “v”  on  the  remaining  two-part  ticket,  which  shows  that  the 
customer  used  valet  parking,  and  places  the  two-part  ticket  in  the  vehicle. 

When  the  customer  exits  the  garage  and  pays  for  parking,  the  customer  gives  the  cashier 
either  the  three-part  ticket,  which  indicates  that  the  customer  self  parked,  or  the  two-part 
ticket,  which  indicates  the  customer  used  valet  parking.  To  classify  the  revenues  as  either 
self  parking  or  valet  parking,  the  cashier  uses  the  tickets  marked  with  a “v”  to  calculate  the 
revenues  attributable  to  valet  parking  and  uses  the  tickets  without  a “v”  to  calculate  the 
revenues  attributable  to  self  parking. 

We  examined  City  Parking’s  reports  for  valet  parking  revenues  for  three  months  and  found 
that  City  Parking  reported  an  average  of  only  34  percent  of  the  customers  used  the  valet 
parking  services.  However,  we  expected  a greater  percentage  of  the  revenues  to  be  from 
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valet  parking  since  this  service  was  provided  only  when  the  garage  was  relatively  full  and 
City  Parking  could  use  valet  parking  to  park  more  cars  in  the  garage.  We  believe  that  the 
valet  parking  staff  did  not  always  remember  to  mark  the  tickets  with  a “v”  if  the  customer 
used  valet  parking  services. 

We  requested  City  Parking  to  perform  a different  procedure  to  calculate  the  revenues  from 
valet  parking.  Instead  of  relying  on  only  counting  tickets  marked  with  a “v”,  we  asked  City 
Parking  to  count  all  its  two-part  tickets  as  well  as  the  three-part  tickets.  After  five  days  of 
using  this  procedure,  we  assessed  the  results  and  found  that  City  Parking,  in  using  its  old 
procedure  of  only  counting  tickets  marked  with  a “v”,  classified  959  tickets  as  revenues 
attributable  to  valet  parking.  However,  in  using  our  new  procedure  for  the  same  days,  City 
Parking,  by  counting  all  the  two-part  and  three-part  tickets,  classified  1,137  tickets  as 
revenues  attributable  to  valet  parking,  or  an  additional  178  tickets  (19  percent)  attributable 
to  valet  parking.  In  eight  additional  days  of  testing,  using  its  old  procedure,  City  Parking 
classified  1,021  tickets  as  revenues  attributable  to  valet  parking.  Using  the  new  procedure, 
City  Parking  classified  1,056  tickets  as  revenues  attributable  to  valet  parking,  or  an 
additional  35  parking  tickets  (3  percent).  We  believe  the  valet  parking  attendants  may  have 
made  more  of  an  effort  to  mark  the  tickets  after  City  Parking  implemented  the  new 
procedure. 

By  misclassifying  some  valet  parking  revenues  as  self-parking  revenues,  City  Parking 
improperly  received  a management  fee  of  32.5  percent  of  those  revenues.  If  City  Parking 
made  similar  errors  in  the  past,  we  estimate  that  City  Parking  received  thousands  of  dollars 
each  year  for  management  fees  to  which  it  was  not  entitled.  If  our  initial  five  days  of 
testing  accurately  identified  valet  parking  revenues  that  were  underreported  to  the  City,  the 
City  paid  City  Parking  an  excessive  management  fee  estimated  at  $8,254  per  year.  This 
amount  is  3.2  percent  of  the  $255,000  per  year  in  management  fees  that  the  City  paid  City 
Parking  on  average  over  the  last  three  fiscal  years. 


CITY  PARKING  DOES  NOT  PROPERLY 
REMIT  THE  GARAGE’S  GROSS  RECEIPTS 

City  Parking  does  not  deposit  gross  receipts  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
management  agreement.  The  management  agreement  defines  how  City  Parking  is  to 
deposit  the  gross  receipts,  receive  the  management  fee,  and  be  reimbursed  for  approved 
costs.  Because  City  Parking  has  not  complied  with  the  management  agreement,  we 
calculated  that  the  City  loses  an  estimated  $4,600  per  year  in  interest  earnings. 

The  management  agreement  requires  City  Parking  to  deposit  the  garage’s  gross  receipts  for 
each  month,  consisting  of  gross  revenues  and  parking  taxes,  on  the  1 5,h  of  the  month  and 
on  the  1st  of  the  next  month.  At  the  close  of  each  month,  City  Parking  is  to  promptly 
submit  to  the  Parking  Authority  a statement  of  receipts  report  and  a request  for 
reimbursement  report.  After  the  Parking  Authority  receives  the  two  reports,  the  Parking 
Authority  is  to  compute  the  management  fee  at  32.7  percent  of  non-valet  gross  revenues 
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for  the  month.  The  Parking  Authority  is  to  pay  City  Parking  the  management  fee  and  to 
reimburse  City  Parking  for  approved  costs,  including  the  cost  of  valet  parking  services  and 
extended  hours  of  operation.  The  Parking  Authority  is  to  pay  the  Tax  Collector  the  parking 
taxes  that  it  received  from  City  Parking. 

However,  City  Parking  has  not  followed  these  procedures.  Instead,  City  Parking  pays  a 
fixed  amount  of  $20,000  to  the  City  on  about  the  10th  of  the  following  month  as  an  initial 
payment  of  the  amount  due  for  the  current  month.  A few  days  later  in  the  following  month, 
City  Parking  submits  a statement  of  receipts  report  and  remits  the  net  revenue  to  the  City. 
The  net  revenue  is  the  gross  receipts  less  the  parking  taxes,  the  management  fee  it  is  due 
for  the  month,  the  cost  reimbursement  it  is  due  for  the  prior  month,  and  the  initial  payment 
already  made.  Towards  the  end  of  the  month,  City  Parking  submits  a reimbursement 
request  to  the  Parking  Authority  for  the  costs  incurred  in  the  prior  month.  Each  quarter, 
City  Parking  pays  the  Tax  Collector  the  parking  taxes. 

We  calculated  that  the  City  is  losing  an  estimated  $4,600  in  interest  per  year  because  of 
City  Parking’s  method  of  accounting  and  remitting  the  garage’s  gross  receipts  to  the  City. 
Our  calculation  is  based  on  the  actual  payment  history  for  September  1998. 


Corrective  Action 

On  July  17,  2000,  the  Parking  Authority  director  informed  City  Parking  by  letter  that  City 
Parking  should  change  its  practices.  The  Parking  Authority  specified  City  Parking  should 
submit  a pre-payment  of  $20,000  on  the  1 5th  of  the  current  month  and  remit  the  remaining 
gross  receipts,  which  include  parking  taxes,  promptly  after  the  end  of  each  month.  Further, 
the  Parking  Authority  will  pay  to  City  Parking  the  management  fee  and  approved  expenses 
and  will  pay  the  parking  taxes  to  the  Tax  Collector. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Parking  Authority  take  the  following  actions: 

• Require  City  Parking  to  improve  its  procedures  over  valet  parking  tickets  to  ensure  that 
it  accurately  records  revenue  from  valet  parking. 

• Ensure  that  City  Parking  complies  with  the  Parking  Authority’s  July  17,  2000  letter 
specifying  procedures  City  Parking  should  follow  in  remitting  the  garage’s  gross 
receipts. 


We  conducted  this  review  according  to  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards. 
We  limited  our  review  to  those  areas  specified  in  the  audit  scope  section  of  this  report. 
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Staff:  Ben  Carlick,  Audit  Manager 
Pablo  Payumo 
Patricia  Wu 
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RESPONSE  TO  THE  AUDIT 
CITY  PARKING  GARAGE 
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CITY 

PARKING 

COMPANY 

1232  MARKET  STREET,  SUITE  116 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94102 
TEL:  (415)  558-9147  FAX:  (415)  558-9257 


October  19,  2000 


Mr.  Ben  Carlick 
Auditor  Manager 

Office  of  the  Controller  Audits  Division 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Re:  Vallejo  Street  Garage  Audit  Report 

Dear  Mr.  Carlick: 

In  response  to  the  Audit  Report,  Audit  Number  99061,  please  be 
informed  that  City  Parking  Company  had,  at  one  time,  reported  and 
remitted  all  gross  revenues  as  directed  by  the  management 
agreement.  The  term  of  the  management  agreement  was  for  five 
years,  commencing  September  1,  1993. 

For  almost  two  years  into  the  management  agreement,  City  Parking 
Company  had  been  making  deposits  into  a revenue  account  approved 
by  the  City’s  Treasurer/Real  Estate  Department.  This  revenue 
account  was  with  the  Bank  of  America,  Market  and  Van  Ness  Branch, 
Account  Number  66-8-80122. 

The  procedure  established  or  set  forth  in  the  management  agreement 
created  so  many  problems  in  the  Real  Estate  Department, Treasury 
Department  and  at  City  Parking  Company.  To  this  date,  I do  not  know 
what  specific  problems  the  Real  Estate  Department  and  the  Treasury 
Department  had  with  the  established  procedures.  However,  I could 
assume  that  my  problems  were  identical  with  theirs.  These  were 
among  the  problems: 
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1.  City  Parking  Company  made  deposits  with  triplicate 
copies.  One  copy  (3rd.  copy)  was  kept  in  the  office;  two  copies,  the 
original  and  the  second  copy,  were  submitted  with  the  money, 
secured  in  a plastic  bag  and  dropped  into  a night-drop  at  the  Bank  of 
America,  Market  and  Van  Ness  Branch.  The  two  deposit  slips  were  to 
be  stamped  "Deposited''  and  to  be  sent  to  the  Real  Estate 
Department/City  Treasury.  Often  times,  the  bank  failed  to  send 
these  copies  to  the  appropriate  department.  Hence,  the  City  had  no 
record  of  the  City  Parking  Company  making  any  deposits.  V/e  received 
many  calls  from  the  Real  Estate  Department  asking  for  confirmation 
of  deposits.  The  copies  we  kept  in  the  office  were  not  acceptable, 
since  they  had  no  bank  stamped  "Deposited".  The  only  way  to  satisfy 
the  Real  Estate  Department's  needs  was  to  make  up  another  bank 
deposit  slips  and  bring  them  to  the  bank  for  the  required  bank  stamp. 
The  bank  tellers  would  not  automatically  stamp  the  new  deposit 
slips  without  checking  the  actual  bank  credit  on  the  date  deposited. 
So  often,  the  tellers  were  busy  with  the  other  merchant  customers, 
they  would  tell  us  to  wait  for  the  bank  manager  to  verify  the 
deposits  made.  This  exercise  was  too  time  consuming  and  most 
aggravating  to  all  concerned. 

2,  Often  times,  the  Real  Estate  Department/City  Treasury  could 
not  reconcile  the  amount  listed  on  the  deposit  slips  with  the  amount 
actually  credited  in  the  bank  statement.  The  reason  often  given  was 
all  the  night  drop-deposits  were  sent  to  a particular  place  to  be 
counted  and  credited.  Sometimes,  for  whatever  the  reasons,  the 
coins  listed  on  the  deposit  slip  were  not  counted,  causing 
differences. 


3.  The  Real  Estate  Department/City  Treasury  had  difficult  time 
tracing  bad  checks(  Returned  checks).  Sometimes,  it  took  several 
weeks  before  City  Parking  Company  was  made  aware  of  these  bad 
checks.  By  then,  it  became  difficult  to  contact  the  makers  of  these 
checks. 

Because  of  these  annoying  problems,  the  Real  Estate 
Department/City  Treasury  suggested  that  the  procedure  be  changed 
in  order  to  eliminate  the  problems.  THIS  CHANGE  V/A5  A WELCOME 
ONE;  BUT  IT  WAS  NOT  INITIATED  BY  CITY  PARKING  COMPANY. 
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The  audit  report  stated  that  City  Parking  Company  would  not  be  paid 
management  fee  on  revenues  from  valet  parking  operations.  THIS  IS 
NOT  TRUE.  It  was  agreed  by  both  parties  that  all  labor  and  related 
costs  pertaining  to  valet  parking  operation  will  be  deducted  from 
the  revenue  generated  from  the  valet  parking.  The  revenues 
generated  in  the  valet  parking  operations  are  included  in  the  total 
revenue  reported  to  the  City;  from  which  the  parking  taxes  are 
deducted,  from  which  City  Rental  is  calculated  and  from  which 
management  fee  is  calculated.  As  far  as  I could  understand  the 
formula,  my  management  fee  was  based  on  the  total  revenue, 
including  revenues  from  valet  operation.  THEREFORE,  CITY  PARKING 
COMPANY  DID  NOT  EVER  MISCLASSIFY  ANY  FORM  OF  REVENUES 
GENERATING  AT  THE  VALLEUO  STREET  GARAGE. 

It  would  be  most  unlikely;  in  fact  absurd,  to  believe  that  any 
parking  company  would  be  willing  to  accept  one/fifth  (1/5) 
reduction  or  loss  of  a leased  area  (top  floor)  without  expecting 
compensation  in  a form  of  a management  fee.  As  far  as  I am 
concerned,  my  management  fee  was  based  on  the  total  revenue, 
including  revenues  from  valet  parking  operation. 

The  valet  parking  system  or  procedure  described  in  the  audit  report 
was  set-up  by  the  company;  it  was  not  directed  upon  it  by  any 
agency.  The  practice  of  writing  :"v"  on  valet  parking  tickets  is 
intended  to  help  the  company  determine  or  identify  valet  cars  in 
connection  with  liability  exposures.  Certainly  not  for  fee 
calculation.  I do  not  understand  the  statement  on  Page  3 of  the  audit 
report.  It  states  that  "To  classify  the  revenues  as  either  self 
parking  or  valet  parking,  the  cashier  uses  the  ticket  with  a "v"  to 
calculate  the  revenue  attributable  to  valet  parking  and  uses  the 
tickets  without  a "v"  to  calculate  the  revenues  attributable  to  self- 
parking. Again,  our  whole  purpose/reason  for  writing  "V"  on  the 
tickets  IS  NOT  to  calculate  the  revenues;  but  to  separate/identify 
the  valet  cars  from  non-valet  for  reason  of  liability  only.  Another 
words,  valet  cars  expose  City  Parking  Company  and  our  insurance 
company  to  potential  liabilities  and  we  must  be  certain  on  our 
information  in  the  event  of  damage  claims,  etc.  are  reported  to  us. 


For  two  reasons,  there  is  no  basis  to  assume  that  a greater 
percentage  of  the  revenues  is  to  be  from  valet  parking  as  stated  in 
the  audit  report,  Page  3. 
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1.  The  Vallejo  Street  Garage  was  not  designed  for  valet  parking. 

It  provides  very  limited  space  to  maneuver  cars.  Only  on  the  5th 
floor  of  the  garage  where  we  can  park  cars  at  ease. 

2.  Most  importantly,  it  is  the  company  policy  or  rule  to  use  every 
available  open  space  (self  park  space)  before  we  valet  cars.  Simply 
to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  accidents  in  which  we  must  assume 
responsibility  for  the  damage  of  vehicles  we  parked. 

On  Page  4 of  the  audit  report,  it  states  that  178  tickets  difference 
between  959  tickets  (old  procedure)  and  1137  tickets,  new  auditor's 
procedure  by  counting  all  the  two  part  and  three  part  tickets. 
Whatever  the  differences,  please  be  informed  that,  at  the  time,  the 
testing  period  was  conducted,  the  police  officers  were  parking  in 
the  garage,  forcing  us  to  valet  more  cars.  I was  informed  of  this 
when  I returned  from  my  vacation. 

Mr.  Carlick,  you  would  remember  when  City  Parking  Company  was 
given  notice  from  your  office  setting  up  dates  for  audit,  I told  you 
that  I would  be  going  on  vacation  and  you  acknowledged  it.  I was  in 
the  office  throughout  the  audit  period,  but  not  during  the  testing 
period.  It  was  during  this  time  that  we  were  valeting  more  cars 
because  the  police  cars  were  allowed  to  park  in  the  garage.  It  is 
only  after  reading  the  results  of  the  testing  described  in  the  audit 
report  which  I received  in  the  afternoon  of  October  16th  that  this 
fact  becomes  relevant. 

I know  that  City  Parking  Company  is  doing  a good  job  in  maximizing 
garage  revenue.  We  will  not  do  anything  that  maybe  contrary  to  the 
interest  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  We  fully  cooperate 
with  the  Parking  Authority  to  institute  valet  parking  in  order  to 
minimize  public  complaints  as  a result  of  the  closure  and  eventual 
demolition  of  the  North  Beach  Garage.  We  are  able  to  increase  the 
monthly  from  3 or  4 to  41  customers  who  are  working  or  living  in  the 
immediate  area.  We  continue  to  service  the  public  and  the 
merchants  by  valet  parking  which  is  not  an  easy  task  for  reasons 
already  mentioned.  It  requires  at  least  3 employees,  Monday  through 
Thursday  and  4 employees  for  the  week-ends.  We  open  seven  days  a 
week.  Only  at  certain  time  during  the  week  days  when  we  require 
valet  parking.  The  auditors  confirmed  or  it  can  be  confirmed  that 
all  the  employees  connected  with  the  valet  operation  including  the 
assigned  manager  are  working  less  that  40  hours  a week  in  the 
garage.  These  employees  are  sent  to  other  locations  to  make  up  the 
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difference.  If  these  employees  were  not  given  the  opportunity  to 
earn  40  hours  a week,  it  would  be  impossible  to  retain  them.  Valet 
parking  at  the  Vallejo  Street  Garage  would  not  be  operating 
efficiently.  I truly  believe  that  it  is  operating  efficiently  at  the 
least  possible  costs. 

It  is  most  difficult  to  understand  the  conclusion  stated  in  the  audit 
report  that  City  parking  Company  improperly  received  a management 
fee  based  on  misclassifying  some  valet  parking  revenues  as  self- 
parking  revenues.  This  conclusion  is  not  based  on  facts  and,  as 
stated  above,  it  is  essentially  not  based  on  practical  or  logical 
reasoning.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me  at  any  time 
from  Monday,  October  23rd.  Thank  you. 
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cc:  Mayor 

Board  of  Supervisors 
Civil  Grand  Jury 
Public  Library 
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